
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Subject: Draft Memorandum for the President on Future 

Actions in Vietnam (U) 


1. (U) Reference is made to: 

a. JCSM-218-67 , dated 20 April 1967, subject: ’’Force 

Requirements - Southeast Asia FY 1968 (U)” ; JCSM-288-67, 
dated 20 May 1967, subject: ’’Operations Against North 

Vietnam <U)’’; and JCSM-288-67, dated 20 May 1967, subject: 
’’Worldwide US Military Posture (U)." 

b. Draft memorandum for the President (DPM), dated 

19 May 1967, subject: “Future Actions in Vietnam," which 

was submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for comment. 


2. (4M8 The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the DPM. 

The DPM addresses two basic courses of action: Course A - 

adds a minimum of 200,000 men to the Southeast Asia commitment 
and includes major ground operations and intensified air and 
naval actions outside South Vietnam, especially against North 
Vietnam; Course B - limits force increases to no more than 
30,000 men, avoids extending the ground conflict beyond the 
borders of South Vietnam, and concentrates the bombing on the 
infiltration routes south of 20°. The DPM generally implies 
that Course A reflects the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs 


of Staff. However, Course A is an extrapolation of a number 
of proposals which were recommended separately but not in com- 
bination or as interpreted in the DPM. The combination force 
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levels, deployments, and military actions of Course A do not 
accurately reflect the positions or recommendations of 
COMUSMACV , CINCPAC , or the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The positions 
-pjf the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which provide a better basis 
Against which to compare other alternatives, are set forth in 
jj(CSM-218-67 , JCSM-286-67, and JCSM-288-67. Five major areas of * 
jqoncern have been identified in the DPM. They are disoussed 


vjtnder the following headings: 
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a. Objectives (Part I, Apoendix A). 

b. Military Strategy and Operations (Other than 
Air/Naval Operations in the North) (Part II, Appendix A). 

c. Military Strategy for Air/Naval War in the North 
(Part III, Appendix A). 

d. Domestic Attitude and Predicted reactions (Part IV, 
Appendix A) . 

e. International Attitude and Predicted Reactions 
(Part V, Appendix A). 

3. Obj ectiv es . The preferred course of action addressed 
in the DPM ("Course B)" is not consistent with NSAM 288 or 

with the explicit public statements of US policy and objectives 
enumerated in Part I, Appendix A, and in Appendix B. The DPM 
■would, in effect, limit US objectives to merely guaranteeing 
the South Vietnamese the right to determine their own future 
on the one hand and offsetting the effect of North Vietnam's 
application of force in South Vietnam on the other. The United 
States would remain committed to these two objectives only so 
long as the South Vietnamese continue to help themselves. It 
is also noted that the DPM contains no statement of military 
objectives to be achieved and that current US national, mili- 
tary, and political objectives are far more comprehensive and 
far-reaching (Appendix B) . Thus: 

a. The DPH fails to appreciate the full implications 
for the Free World of failure to achieve a successful 
resolution of the conflict in Southeast Asia. 

b. Modification of present US objectives, as called for 
in the DPM , would undermine and no longer provide a complete 
rationale for our presence in South Vietnam or much of our 
effort over the past two years. 

c. The positions of the more than 35 nations supporting 
the Government of Vietnam might be rendered untenable by 
such drastic changes in US policy. 

4. (Ml rii^tary Strategy and Operations (Other than 
Air/ Naval Op e ra t ions ~i~n the Hort hTT ihe DPM favors "Course B 
with inadequate analysis of its "implications for conduct of 

the war in Vietnam. The strategy embodied in this alternative - 
largely designed to "make do" with military resources currently 
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approved for Southeast Asia - would not permit early termina- 
tion of hostilities on terms acceptable to the United States, 
supporting Free World nations, and the Government of Vietnam. 

The force structure envisaged provides little capability for 
initiative action and insufficient resources to maintain 
momentum required for expeditious prosecution of the war. 

Further, this approach would result in a significant downgrading 
of the Revolutionary Development Program considered so essential 
to the realization of our goals in Vietnam. It would also 
result in the abandonment of the important delta region on. 
the basis of its being primarily a problem for the Republic of 
Vietnam to solve without additional external assistance. 

(See Part II, Appendix A, for additional comments.) 

5 ' (<|£0 Military Strategy for Air/ Naval War in the Worth . 

The . 0 PM stresses' a ’p oTfcy' whi cF wouCT concentrate' air. opera- 
tions in the Worth Vietnamese "funnel” south of 20°. The con- 
cept of a "funnel” is misleading, since in fact the communists 
are supplying their forces in South Vietnam from all sides, 
through the demilitarized zone, Laos, the coast, Cambodia, and 
the rivers in the Delta. According to the DPM, limiting the 
bombing to south of 20 ° might result in increased negotiation 
opportunities with Hanoi. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider 
that such a new self-imposed restraint resulting from this 
major change in strategy would most likely have the opposite 
effect. The relative immunity granted to the LOCs and distri- 
bution system outside the Panhandle would permit: (a) a rapid 
recovery from the damage sustained to date- (b) an increase in 
movement capability; (c) a reduced requirement for total 
supplies in the pipeline.; (a) a concentration of air defenses 
into the Panhandle: and (e) a release of personnel and equipment 
for increased efforts in infiltration of South Vietnam. Also, 
it would relieve the Hanoi leadership from experiencing at 
first hand the pressures of recent air operations which foreign 
observers have rep.orted. Any possible political advantages 
gained by confining our interdiction campaign to the Panhandle 
would be offset decisively by allowing North Vietnam to continue 
an unobstructed importation of war materiel. Further, it is 
believed that such a drastic reduction in the scale of air 
operations against North Vietnam could only result in the 
strengthening of the enemy's resolve to continue the war. No 
doubt the reduction in scope of air operations would also be 
considered by many as a weakening of US determination and a 
North Vietnamese victory in the air war over northern Worth 
Vietnam. The combination of reduced military pressures against 
North Vietnam with stringent limitations of our operations in 
South Vietnam, as suggested in Course B, appears even more 
questionable conceptually. It would most likely strengthen the 
enemy’s ultimate hope of victory and lead to a redoubling of 
his efforts. (See Part III, Appendix A, for additional comments.) 
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6. ( Domestic Attitude and Predicted Reactions . The 
DPM presents an assessment of US' public attitude and assumed 
reactions to several occurrences. Its orientation is toward 
the risks involved in Course A. The difficulty of making 
accurate judgments in the area of public response is acknow- 
ledged, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff concede that their - 
appraisal is subject to the same degree of uncertainty that 

is inherent in the DPM. Nevertheless, they are unable to find 
due cause for the degree of pessimism expressed in the DPM. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff firmly believe that the American 
people , when well informed about the issues at stake , expect 
their Government to uphold its commitments. History illustrates 
that they will, in turn, support their Government in its 
necessary actions. The Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that 
there is no significant sentiment for peace at any price. They 
believe also that despite some predictable debate a Reserve 
callup would be willingly accepted, and there would be no 
"irresistible” drive from any quarter for unnecessary escala- 
tion of the conflict. (See Part IV, Appendix A, for additional 
comments . ) 

7. (HSP International Attitude and Predicted Reaction . 

There are several inconsistencies between the DPM and the pub- 
lished intelligence estimates. For example, from these intel- 
ligence estimates, there is no evidence that Hanoi is prepared 
to shun negotiation, regardless of the pressure brought to 
bear, until after the US elections. Also, it is estimated 

that US prestige will not decline appreciably if prompt military 
action is taken to bring the conflict to an early close. In 
the long term, US prestige would probably rise. The effect of 
signs of US irresolution on allies in Southeast Asia and other 
friendly countries threatened by communist insurgency could be 
most damaging to the credibility of US commitments. The DPM 
contains the view that there is strong likelihood of a con- 
frontation between the United States and the CHICOMs or the 
USSR, as a result of intensification of air and naval operations 
against North Vietnam and/or a major increase in US forces 
in South Vietnam. Intelligence estimates do not support this 
contention. (See Part V, Appendix A, for additional comments.) 

8. (HP Irapaat on US and Free World Armed Forces . Curtail- 
ment of air operations in Worth Vietnam (as proposed in Course B) 
will undoubtedly have an adverse effect upon US and Free World 
Armed Forces in the field. 

9 . (Ofid Most of the foregoing divergencies between the DPM 

and the stated policies, objectives, and concepts are individually 
important and are reason for concern. However, when viewed 
collectively, an alarming pattern emerges which suggests a 



major realignment of US objeotivee and intentions in Southeast 
Asia without regard for the long-term consequences. The Joint 
Chief 8 of Staff are not a ware of any decision to retract the 
policies and objectives which have been affirmed by responsible 
officials many times in recent years (Appendix B). Thus, the 
DPM laoks adequate foundation for further consideration. 

10. The Joint Chiefs of 8taff conclude that: 

a. The DPM does not support current US national policy 
and objectives in Vietnam and should not be considered 
further . 

b. There is no basis for change in their views on the 
major issues in the DPM* These views are adequately stated 
in reoent memorandums and reinforced herein. . 

c. The US national policy and objectives should be 
reaffirmed. 

d. The US military objectives for Vietnam as restated 
in JCSM-218-67 support current US policy and objectives. 

e. Implementation of Course B would serve to prolong 
the conflict, reinforce Hanoi’s belief in ultimate victory, 
and probably add greatly to the ultimate cost in US lives 
and treasure . 

11 • The Joint Chiefs of Staff reoommend that: 

a. The DPM NOT be forwarded to the President. 

b. The US national objective as expressed in NSAM 288 
be maintained, and the national policy and objectives for 
Vietnam as publicly stated by US officials be reaffirmed. 

c. The military objective, concept, and strategy for 
the conduct of the war in Vietnam as stated in JCSM-218-67 
be approved by the Secretary of Defense. 


For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

SIGNED 

• EARLE G. WHEELER 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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